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MR. THOMAS EVANS, M.R.C.S., has been elected Mayor of
Cardiff; and his term of office is regarded as likely to be pro-
ductive of many improvements in the town from the interest
he has hitherto taken in local affairs.

WE observe with satisfaction that the Mayors-elect of both
Manchester and Salford, on entering office, referred to the

importance they attached to the measures of sanitary improve-
ment necessary for the reduction of the high death-rate which
has so long ruled in those places.

THE Council of the Institution of Civil Engineers has an-
nounced a list of subjects on which it invites papers, including
amongst others : Accounts of existing Waterworks ; on the
Drainage of Towns, and the ultimate Disposal of Town Refuse;
on the Ventilation and Warming of Public Buildings. Pre-
miums will be awarded for such papers as are approved by the
Council. 

__

A MEETING of the members of the Plymouth Pharmaceutical
Society was held on the evening of Wednesday week last at
the Plymouth Atheneaum, when papers were read on " The
New Pharmacy Act," and on "Spectrum Analysis." Mr.

Evans, vice-president of the Pharmaceutical Society, London,
was present. __

WE learn from the Liverpool Albion that, at their meeting
on the llth instant, the West Derby Board of Guardians re-
quested Mr. William Johnstone Irvine, medical officer for the
Walton-on-the-Hill district, to resign his appointment. The i
cause of this request is not stated.

THERE is some talk in Dublin of an idea being entertained
by the Department of Science and Art to found a Veterinary
College in that city, and, if possible, to connect it with the
Royal College of Surgeons in Ireland. The plan, however,
does not seem to be looked upon with much favour by the
members of Council of that body.

WE have been requested to state that those gentlemen who
wish to vote for Dr. Lyon Playfair can have their voting-
papers attested by a magistrate at the Committee Rooms,
8, Great George-street, Westminster, on Monday, the 23rd
inst., from 10 A.M. to 1 P.M.; and on Tuesday, the 24th, from
1 to 6 P.M. 

____

AT the Court at Windsor, Nov. 7th, present the Queen’s Most
Excellent Majesty in Council, her Majesty, by and with the
advice of her Privy Council, was pleased to nominate for the
period of five years Edmund Alexander Parkes, M.D., Richard
Quain, M.D., Henry Wyldbore Rumsey, M.D., Robert Chris-
tison, M.D., and William Stokes, M.D., to be members of the
General Council of Medical Education and Registration.

ON THE ALLEGED POISONOUS QUALITY OF
BEEF - TEA AND EXTRACT OF MEAT.

BY BARON LIEBIG.

ALTHOUGH it is contrary to common sense to believe that
the daily food of men and animals could possibly contain a
substance injurious to health, it was nevertheless to be ex-
pected that the experiments made by Dr. Kemmerich on the
effect of beef-tea and its salts on animals would produce
anxiety and fear in some weak minds ; and indeed the article
which appeared in Once a )’Fe<, entitled "A Word of Warn-

ing to Cooks," is a proof that such fears really existed. I be-

lieve, however, that a simple acquaintance with the experi-
ments of Dr. Kemmerich will be sufficient to dispel them

completely. The results of these experiments are of a very
harmless character. Dr. Kemmerich made most of his expe.
riments, not upon men, but upon graminivorous animals-viz.,
upon rabbits, -and only one experiment was made by him upon
a dog. The broth was made from horseflesh, and injected
into the stomach of the animals in progressively augmented
quantities, the chief results of which are as follows :-
A rabbit weighing not quite two pounds,which had received

the broth from one pound of horseflesh (equivalent to half an
ounce of extract) remained perfectly well. It polished itself
with its paws, was very lively, and no disturbance in the state
of its health was afterwards perceptible.
A second rabbit, of two pounds weight, into the stomach of

which the extract of one pound and a quarter of horseflesh
had been introduced, deported itself in just the same manner;
its pulse became more vigorous, its breathing slower, and it
remained lively and healthy.
When, however, the doses were increased, and the extract

of two pounds and of two pounds and a quarter of flesh were in-
jected into the stomach of the rabbit, such quantities of con.
centrated animal food were evidently too much for the little
graminivorous creature, which by such doses Dr. Kemmerich
succeeded in killing, a result at which nobody will be sur-
prised. It follows that Dr. Kemmerich could likewise have
killed stronger animals with beef-tea; and it may be assumed
that he would have killed even a man of 140 lb. weight
(seventy times heavier than the rabbit) by a dose of beef-tea
seventy times as large,-namely, by the broth of 1401b. of
flesh, equivalent to about 4 Ib. of extract of meat. Less than
a couple of pounds of extract would, however, scarcely have
been sufficient, for one of the experiments of Dr. Kemmerich
on a carnivorous animal contrasted with the experiments on
the rabbits ; he did not succeed in poisoning that animal with
beef-tea.

It was a small but very strong terrier, which had taken the
broth of four pounds of flesh (equivalent to two ounces of
extract), which the animal seemed to enjoy considerably. As
however the whole quantity was too much for it, it became
necessary to inject the remainder into its stomach. Notwith-
standing the enormous quantity of extract of meet which had
been introduced by force, the terrier remained very comfort-
able and lively, and no symptom of any disturbance of its
health became manifest. Double the quantity of meat broth
which killed the rabbit had not the least injurious effect on
the little dog.
These experiments and the above calculations show suffi-

ciently what is to be thought of the poisonous effect of beef-
tea ; it belongs to the category of cases where people have
eaten 1)(ttg de foie gras, turtle soup, or oysters to such excess
as to cause death; but no sensible person will ever dream of
ascribing, on that ground, poisonous qualities to pdtg de foie
gras, turtle soup, or oysters.
The experiments of Dr. Kemmerich are described in his  Disser-

tatio inauguralis for obtaining the degree of Doctor from the
medical faculty at Bonn; and in connecting with his conclu-
sions the meaning of the word "poison," he in fact succeeded
in drawing to his work the attention of the public, which
otherwise would probably have taken little notice of it.
Dr. Kemmerich ascribes the effect of beef-tea not to its

aromatic and combustible ingredients, but to the potash salts
which it contains, and of which it is well known that in larger
doses they exercise an injurious effect on the organism; never-
theless-and this is a matter of great importance -potash
salts are an element of all articles of food ; they not only form
the chief ingredients of the salts of all sorts of flesh, including
the flesh of fish, but likewise of all other food, and of all the
food of animals. The alkaline salts of bread, vegetables, and
hay consist of potash salts, and with the exception of chloride
of sodium (kitchen salt), soda salts are but rarely contained
therein; in fact, it may safely be asserted that without the
potash salts our food would be quite unfit for nourishment.

It does not follow, therefore, that these salts, when taken
in excess, like any other-even the most harmless substance-
might not eventually exercise an injurious effect. It is, how-
ever, preposterous to apply the meaning which we are accus-
tomed to attach to the word " poison " to the effects of such
an excess. It is surely quite absurd to connect this meaning
with substances which we daily take in our food, and which
are quite indispensable to our existence.

Dr. Kemmerich himself says (p. 31),-" do not think of
the possibility that beef-tea, in the form in which it is used
for household purposes, could be the cause of poisoning; it
therefore does not require a medical warning to protect from
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poisoning with Liebig’s extract of meat." He further says :-"In medical practice, wine, ether, camphor, and musk are
eminent analeptica (invigorating and refreshing remedies).
Compared to these giants of medicine, beef-tea modestly
occupies a subordinate position. If, however, it be necessary
to preserve the exhausted body from protracted illness, then
there is no other remedy in the whole rich store of medicine
which can afford such assistance for regenerating the diseased
organism as repeated doses of beef-tea."
One of the three theses defended by Dr. Kemmerich, on his

promotion before the medical faculty at Bonn, is worthy of
observation by the British Navy. It runs thus:-
Thesis 2. "the best remedy against scurvy is beef-tea, or

Liebig’s extract of meat."
Munich, Nov. 1868. 

______________

THE

VACCINATION ACT OF 1867 AS IT AFFECTS
THE MEDICAL PROFESSION.

II.

WE will now proceed to notice the " certificate duties"
which the Act has imposed upon the medical profession; but
in considering this portion of the subject we shall, as before,
confine ourselves to the more important of them--namely,
those which relate to successful vaccination; for the Legisla-
ture has decided that each case of successful vaccination, no
matter whether it be performed by the appointed public vac-
cinator or not, shall be recorded by the registrar of births and
deaths. And to make ourselves clear and quite intelligible on
this point, it will be necessary to divide the whole profession
into two classes : first, the "public vaccinator"-i. e., the

practitioner who is under contract with some board of guar-
dians ; and secondly, the "medical practitioner"-i.e., the
practitioner who is not under contract with any board of

guardians.
First, the public vaccinator. Under the Act of 1853 "con-

tractors" who performed the duties of public vacinators were
required to give to the parent or guardian of every child suc-
cessfully vaccinated by them a certificate of successful vaccina-
tion, and to send to the registrar a duplicate certificate. But
this was a duty which, as a rule, was in some cases much and
in others altogether neglected. Under the Act of 1867, how-
ever, this has been altered, and now the public vaccinator is
required to send the certificate of successful vaccination to the
registrar within twenty-one days after the performance of the
operation, " and, upon request, shall deliver a duplicate to the
parent or other person as aforesaid." For the neglect to comply
with either of these requirements of the law he is liable to a
penalty of twenty shillings.

Secondly, the medical practitioner. As in the case of the
contractor, the medical practitioner was, under the Act of 1853,
required to give to parents a certificate of the successful vac-
cination of their children, and also to send a duplicate to the
registrar of births ; and, as in the case of the public vaccina-
tors, this duty was but very partially performed. And here,
again, the Act of 1867 has made great alteration, much more
than in the case of contractors; for when a medical practi-
tioner performs the operation of vaccination, it is now the duty
of the parent to send the certificate of success to the registrar,
the practitioner’s duty in the matter being confined to the
filling up and signing the certificate when submitted to him; so
that if the certificate is not submitted to him by the parent,
the practitioner does not neglect his duty; though, if he re-
fused to fill up and sign a certificate when requested so to do,
he renders himself liable to a penalty of twenty shillings. In
cases where the vaccination is performed by a "medical prac-
titioner," the parent is the person who is required by the Act

’ 

to transmit to the registrar the certificate of success.
Several prosecutions have been instituted in various parts of

the country for neglect or refusal to comply with the pro-
visions of the Act; and on the 3rd ult. we gave a lengthy
report of a case which has been recently decided before the
Hampton Petty Sessions. The case in question was the insti-
tution of proceedings against Dr. Clement, of Teddington,
stated to be one of the public vaccinators of the Kingston
Union.

Dr. Clement, it appears, vaccinated a child on the 27th of

July, but did not send the certificate to the registrar until the
30th of August-nearly a fortnight after the time when the
certificate should have been forwarded to the registrar. This
being the case, for the facts were not disputed, the Bench fined
Dr. Clement the full penalty of 91. But to the law of the
case Dr. Clement took unusual objections, which we will
examine.Dr. Clement stated (1) that the prosecutions were to be half-
yearly, and that the vaccination in question had been per-
formed after the half-yearly list of defaulters had been made
out; (2) that he held a contract under the old Act, and not
under the new: and he relied upon the 3rd and 7th sections of
the Act of 1867 as supporting his view that the decision was
contrary to law.

Dr. Clement said that on the 3rd of March, 1868, he re-
ceived a letter from the board of guardians, stating that it
would be necessary for him to enter into a fresh contract with
them, and that the guardians had neglected to have that fresh
contract completed. Now, considering this was stated before
the magistrates on the 1st of September, we may express our
doubts whether Dr. Clement was really a public vaccinator.
It is quite clear that no contract existed under the Act of 1867;
and if the "letter" of the guardians was a notice to Dr. Clement
of their intention to annul his contract, the contract would
have expired on the 31st of March, and he would, we think,
have ceased to be a public vaccinator within the meaning of
the Act; and, if we are right in our opinion, the prosecution
must have fallen to the ground had Dr. Clement raised this
question, because, not being a public vaccinator, it was not in-
cumbent upon him to send a certificate to the registrar. But
it does not appear that Dr. Clement took this objection to the
proceedings, for he seems to have considered himself a con-
tractor under the old Act, and not a public vaccinator, though
he signed the certificate as such, and rested his defence upon
the assumption that because he was under no contract to fulfil
such an obligation as the transmission of the certificate within
twenty-one days it was not incumbent upon him to do so,
We feel bound to point out in our notice of this case, that

the Act of 1853 required the person who performed the opera-
tion of successful vaccination to transmit a certificate to the
registrar, but that Act required the transmission to be effected
" immediately after the successful vaccination" of the child,
whereas the Act of 1867 allows twenty-one days for the per-
formance of this duty. There is also another difference in the
two Acts : there was no penalty fixed for the neglect of this
duty under the old Act, except the usual course for neglect to
obey the law-viz., indictment ; whereas the new Act imposes
a penalty which is recoverable in a summary manner. Under
the old Act Dr. Clement was bound to send a certificate, pro-
vided he acknowledged himself to be under contract with the
guardians, but no penalty was attached to the neglect.
The other great objection which Dr. Clement takes is this-

namely, that the penalties under the Act of 1867 are not ap-
plicable to a contractor under the Act of 1853. Is Dr. Clement
a public vaccinator or not ? We have, in our previous article,
stated that it is not clear whether the contractor under the Act
of 1853 is a " public vaccinator" in the legal sense of that term.
If it be held in the eye of the law that he is not, then no penalty
can be enforced for his neglect to transmit certificates. There
are those who take a different view from that of Dr. Clement.
They argue that he had entered into a contract with the
Kingston guardians for the performance of public vaccina-
tions, and charged for the vaccinations which he had per-
formed ; and if that is so, wherein consists the difference which
should exempt a contractor under the Act of 1853 from the
provisions of the Act of 1867, especially as none but those who
are under contract with the guardians are to receive payment
for vaccination ? The only real differences between the two Acts
are, that while under the old Act the certificate was required
to be sent forthwith to the registrar, and the punishment for
neglect was tedious and expensive, the new Act requires the
certificate to be sent within twenty-one days, and provides a
penalty, recoverable summarily, and not exceeding 20s., for
neglect.
We hope that our exposition of the New Act will enable

public vaccinators to comprehend what their duties under
the Act are in respect of this much-vexed question of the
transmission of certificates to the registrar. Though the
Act now in force is not one of which we can wholly approve,
yet we cannot in fairness say we think that it is not an im-
provement on the Act of 1853. In our concluding article we
will point out how it might be so modified as to meet all the
fair requirements of the profession.
In recording our opinion that the law is doubtful in Dr.


